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REMARKS 

Claim., 2- \ R-0 I i - 1 3. 14-15, P 1 8 and weu pending in ilv application 

Claims 2o j8 krve been cancelled Cljunx-o. e <\ I M\ I I- 1 \ P~!K and ?/>-.? 5 ha\e 
been amended 1 lie --peeifiention has been amended to >.ot;ect tutonnalmcs No ne\s nutlet ha 
been added Uvouhns;!}. claims \ 5a\ 8-<>, 11 11 14-15, P~! 8 and ..VS lematn peudme 
the application Reconsideration t-> ie-pea'ull\ lequesica in \ lew the amendments to the 
damis and the following i emails 

I. The §101 Rejections 

Claim,- U-15. IS. 2^ aad IK were K'jeekd utidet ^ds( s h)i lL , u,.t being dneeied t 
statn:or\ siibi*.-ei main r 

\pplie.tm has amended a am 2^ t<* leette that the piogrant mstnu non- cue langmK mok 
t«n the L(nnpi»tT te.ul<n)le nKdn.ur> Sv.e \liTP 2106 "[\s !'ien functional desutpme maienal " 
feet» Jed mi -ome compute) -tellable medium it becomes ^riu'tumlh and fdneiumaih 
mterfeljtou to the medium and he staumu\ :n most eases" \pphcant tespei liuib M.bnnf > 
that ekunis ! -!- 1 ,N 1 S. 25 and ?S ate dareeied to stamton Mthjeet matter 

II. Hit $ 103 Rejections 

< 'aims ^ ^-i, 8-". 11 12. i 1- 15, P~iS and .? ^-28 weie '-ejected undet a 5 1 ' S C ; k 
as hum: unpatentable o\u I S Patent No o. 1 s5aV>'> rl 1 *dede'*i m mow <h 1 s Patent 
f\2'> ,S32 C^-Uts"! and I S ^atcm No ,\('2°, 1 b'» r-SnnU'i 

Applicant icspecimlh -ia\er^es the resections 

( Lmn ""Cat amended. jecUes a method for -mwejaig retained hvks in a d\iied sWen 
eti\uonmeni has mg a plural it> \<i opetaung -rvstenis sharing pi ocelot resources hi p an<_eLe. 
the method mdudo-- determining that a In 4 dauhase management -wem associated \Mih a fit a 



Attorney Docket; STLOO<m9USf/I7!3P 
operating system has failed, mid retaining within a second operating system a plurality of data 
locks held by the first database management system in response to the failure. The plurality of 
data locks are held by the second operating system to prevent other database, management 
systems in the shared system environment from accessing inconsistent data associated with each 
of the plurality of data locks., 

A. Haderie Fails To Disclose Retaining Within a Second Operating System a Plurality of 
Data Locks Held by the First Database Manage mem System In Response to The 
Failure ,4s Recited In Claim 23 

Haderie discloses a method 'and- apparatus that enables, fall restart and recovery of a 
DBMS to be completed concurrent to the processing of new transactions requiring access to the 
database (see Abstract: col. 12, 11. 22-33!. According to Hadcrle's sy stem, when a failure occurs, 
a restart recovery mechanism 108 is invoked (col. 5, 11. 53-57). Haderie, however, Sails to 
disclose thai the restart recovery .mechanism 1 OS includes retaining a plurality of data locks held 
by a DBMS thai has failed with in a second operating system, as recited in claim 23 {emphasis 
added). 

B. Watts Fails To Disclose Retaining Within a Second Operating System a Plurality of 
Data Locks Held by the First Database Management System In Response to The 
Failure As Recited in Claim 23 

Watts discloses a technique for undoing a transaction that changes data in a database (see 
\h\t:aen In particular. Waits discloses associating a lock, transaction identification number 
(1D>. transaction operation bit, and a data unit with an operation, and undoing the operation using 
the associated lock, transaction identification number (ID), transaction operation bit, and a data 
m it (col. 11. 14-20; PIG. 4). In one aspect, Watts discloses performing backward recovery 
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from a system fail art' in which transaction IDs arc unavailable feol 7, 1. 65 - col. 8, 1. 3V in this 
scenario. Watts discloses interrogating retained locks held by the restarting system (col 8, II 

3-6). 

While Watts discloses interrogating retained locks held by the -restarting system, Watts, 
nevertheless, fails to disclose that the restarting system is a different system in which the system 
failure occurred. Moreover, Watts discloses a system that includes only a single operating 
system (see FIG. 1 >. Accordingly, Watts fails to disclose retaining a plurality of data locks held 
by a DBMS that has failed within a second operating system, as recited in claim 2.1. 

C, Smyk Ftifl$ To Disclose Retaining Within a Second Operating System a Plurality of 
Data Loch Held by the First Database Management System In Response to The 
Failure As Reeked In Claim 23 

Smyk discloses a data processign system in which each software process monitors every 
other software process for failures (see Abstract) Smyk. however, fails to disclose retaining a 
plurality of data locks held by a DBMS that has failed within a second operating system. As with 
Watts, Smyk discloses a system for initiating failure recovery thai includes only a single 
^ej;ating..;wsient (operating system 21. of FIG. 11 

D. The claim has iJmitatkms nm taught by: either reference 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention., all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, ISO USPQ 580 (CCPA 
1974). 

1 laderie, Watts, and Smyk (either alone or in combination) fail to disclose retaining a 
plurality of data locks held by a DBMS that has failed within a second operating system. 
Consequently, the combination of Maderle, Watts, and Smyk cannot render claim 23 obvious. 
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Watts. onJ "I'ipJ' tot recoil? lie pond nK to tnos- set rintli \\tlh re-peo to Jann 2 ; < 

1 lK t u<\L>ni Cbmm 2, \ f / 

iV| enJent c'j-ms ,1 8 and 14 vacii uettc diet thj pfede'eKd pHmYo ul po>*.e^ot 
■e^oiaees docs not nuh a pioces^of n -,o i f ce utdi'ed to enuhL the Dim database nuna'acmc 
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